I. Introduction
In 2011 
6
Taking into account that these provisions govern detention for up to several days, 7 then it can hardly be denied that there is a serious interference with the right to liberty and security as laid down in Article 5 § 1 (1) ECHR. However, deprivation of liberty can be justified under 
Justification under sub-paragraph (b)
However, preventive police detention as governed by German law may still be justified under sub-paragraph (b) of Article 5 § 1 (2) ECHR which allows the detention of a person "in order to secure the fulfilment of any obligation prescribed by law".
According to the ECtHR, detention under sub-paragraph (b) must "aim at or directly contribute to securing the fulfilment of the obligation and not be punitive in character" 16 .
This provision concerns "cases where the law permits the detention of a person to compel him to fulfil a real and specific obligation already incumbent on him, and which he has until then failed to satisfy" 
III. Implementation of the Court's judgments into German law
Beyond examining and deciding the particular cases of Schwabe and M.G. and Ostendorf, the ECtHR rather set up general requirements for preventive police detention. However, the practical application of the Court's requirements still causes some problems 52 and it will probably take some more time until these uncertainties can be considered as removed.
IV. Concluding observations
To sum up, in Schwabe and M.G. and in 
